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Leucippus, Democritus and the ov uaAiov
Principle: An Examination of Theophrastus
Phys.Op. Fr. 8

MALCOLM SCHOFIELD

ABSTRACT

This paper is a piece of detective work. Starting from an obvious excrescence in
the transmitted text of Simplicius’s treatment of the foundations of Presocratic
atomism near the beginning of his Physics commentary, it excavates a Theophrastean
correction to Aristotle’s tendency to lump Leucippus and Democritus together:
Theophrastus made application of the o0 paAAov principle in the sphere of ontol-
ogy an innovation by Democritus. Along the way it shows Simplicius reordering
his Theophrastean source in his efforts to find material which will strengthen the
contrast between Leucippus’s atomism and Eleatic metaphysics. And it argues
that in doing so he all but obliterates Theophrastus’s attempt to point up the
Democritean credentials of the o p&Adov principle.

Simplicius In Aristotelis physicorum libros commentaria, 28.4-31 (Diels’s
text):

Aevxannog 8¢ 6 Ededtng i MiAfoiog (dpeotépmg Yop Aéyeton mepl adTov)
xowovicag Mappevidy tiig prrlocopiag, ob ™y avthv £padioe Mop-
pevidn xai Zevopdver nept oV vrev 686V, GAL’ o dokel v évaviav.
éxeivov yop €v kal dxivnTov Kol GyévnTov Kol TETEPACUEVOV TOLOVVIWV TO
nav, kai 10 un Ov unde §ntsiv ounmpo{)vtmv ofnoq Grelpo kOl GEl KVOU-
uevo UnéBeto otoxxeux 10g GTOPOVG Kol TRV év omtong _GXNUGTOV EnErpov
10 mAfiBog S1t 1O undév paAlov torodtov § TolobToV glvan [1avrnv yap] xoi
YEVEGLY Kol ps‘:aﬁolnv adidrentov v ‘rou; odot Osmpmv £t 8¢ ovdev
paM,ov 10 6v §| 10 pn ov unapxew xal aitia ouow)g eivat toig yivopévolg
Gpow. T yop 1@v d1épwv odoiav vaostyv kai nAfpn LrotBépevog dv
FAeyev elvon ko v 1@ kev( @épecBon, Smep uh Ov éxdAel kol ovx EAattov
100 8vtog eivai not. napan?mo{ox; 8¢ xai 0 étoﬁpog 0100 Anpdxpirog
o Aﬁ&]pt‘mg apxag £0eto 10 mARpeg xai 0 Kevov, &V 10 pev bv, 10 8¢

un Ov éxdArer g <yap> u)»nv 101 odot tag atououg unou(‘)svrsg 10 Ao
YEVV@O1 toug 81a(popa1g AVTOV. tpag 8¢ elow abdran puouog tponn S~
Ouyh, todtov Ot einely oxfjna kol Béoig kol 1dEic. meEQuKévon Yap 1O
Spotov Ld 100 Odpoiov kiveiohon xai @épecBon T cuyyevi npog dAANAC
Kol 1@V OYNUATOVY FKOoToV £lg ET€pav EYKOOHOVUEVOV GUYKPLOLY BAANY TOLElY
S160ec1v: Bote eOAOYOC Anelpwv oVG@Y TV Gpxdv mavio T& Tébn xoi
10¢ ovoiog anoddoev énnyyéAhovio, D9’ ob T T1 yivetou xoi mdg. S16 xoi
@act povorg toig Gnelpa nowdoL 16 otolyeio tavia cupPaivelv katd Adyov.
xoi TV év 1aig &Tépolg oxynudtev drelpov 10 nARB6¢ 9aot did 1O undev
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254 MALCOLM SCHOFIELD

udAdov tolodtov T Tolodtov eivar. TabTy yap abvtol THg anetpiag aitiav dmo-
S180aot. kal Mntpé&opog 8t o Xiog dpx(‘xg cxe&')v T 1:(‘1; m'm‘xg 101G mepl
Anpoxpuov 1t0181. 10 uk’qpeg Kal TO KeVOV TOG TPATOG aitiag unoﬁepsvog,

@v 10 pév bv, 10 8¢ un Ov elvar- mept 8¢ 1@V dAAwv 1dlav Tiva motelton

v péBodov. adtn pév i oOviopog nepiknyig T@v iotopnuévev mepi dpxdv

oV katd xpovoug avaypageica, GAAL v tiig 86Eng ovyyéveiay.

Diels printed the same text (except for correctly preferring the order t&&¢
xai Béoig, line 19) in Doxographi Graeci (as Fr. 8 of Theophrastus’s
dvowkal §6&at) and in his edition of Simplicius’s commentary on
Aristotle’s Physics, here reproduced. As is apparent, he introduced two
emendations: (i) he excised tavtny yap at line 10; (ii) he added yép (from
the Aldine) in line 17. He commented on both in the apparatus criticus in
the Doxographi Graeci version (pp. 483-4). On (i) he said: ‘delevi librarii
errorem qui inferiorem locum simillimum p. 484, 13 [= line 26] oculis
delatus initium descripsit’. On (ii) he toyed with a different emendation:
‘suspicor xai YAnv’. In the case of (ii) I think we should print a strong
stop at the end of the previous clause, and settle for the MS @¢ VAnv as
an asyndeton.' My concern is primarily with (i). Diels was obviously right
to diagnose a mistake in copying as the reason for the appearance of the
unwanted tadtv yap in line 10. But I shall argue that the explanation of
how the mistake was made, and who it was made by, is a good deal more
complex and of greater historical and philosophical interest than his con-
Jjecture about a librarius.

L. Simplicius, his error, and his source

The key thing to notice is that it is not just tavtnv y&p that makes a dou-
ble appearance in lines 10 and 26. The whole unit kol t@v év adT0lg oYN-
pétev dretpov o tARBog Sik 10 undév pakAov tor0dTov i TO0DTOV Eivat
tovtnVv yap at lines 9-10 anticipates the same sequence at lines 25-6 — the
same sequence, that is, except for the omission of gaoct (line 25) and the
substitution of abtoig in line 9 for talg atépoig in line 25, doubtless per-
formed because in line 9 the immediately preceding words vrnéBeto
otoyelo Tag dtépovg make the use of a noun in the next phrase unnec-

Accepted January 2002

' David Sedley tells me he suspects ‘asyndeton is commoner in the commentators
than we can tell from our edited texts, which regularly emend them away. One thing
that repeatedly struck me when working on the anon. Thr. commentator was that he
often uses asyndeton when moving from one topic to the next.’

This content downloaded from
130.241.16.16 on Thu, 01 Oct 2020 14:31:48 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms

(30)



LEUCIPPUS, DEMOCRITUS AND THE OV GAAOV PRINCIPLE 255

essary and ungainly. Explanation of the otiose to0tnv yép needs to take
into account the repetition of the whole sequence, not just those two
words. And in fact an obvious solution which satisfies this requirement
lies ready to hand. If to0tnv yap in line 10 was wrongly copied at that
point from line 26, the most likely reason is surely that Simplicius was
doing some copying: in the preceding clause xal 1@V €v o0T0ig GYNHATOV
amerpov 10 mARBog 1t 10 undev paAlov torodtov fi Torodtov eivon at lines
9-10 he simply reproduced material from lines 25-6, but mistakenly
allowed himself to continue transcribing beyond that point. He must have
noticed his error quickly (only the two words tabtnv yap were in the event
transcribed), but for whatever reason failed to cancel it.

The attractions of this proposal may already be strong enough to rec-
ommend it. But let me reinforce them by adducing further considerations
in its support. I preface these by observing that the proposal of course car-
ries an implication: that what Simplicius is doing in his treatment of the
atomists in this passage is following and then adapting at least one source.
To postulate his use of a source or sources is hardly a controversial move,
for two reasons. First, in his treatment of the Presocratics in these early
pages of his commentary on the Physics Simplicius uses a scheme — not
unique to him (Philoponus has it too) — which divides the territory accord-
ing as philosophers recognised one (changeable or unchangeable) or many
principles, and on any of these options whether in a limited or unlimited
version.? His whole discussion is shaped by this inherited structure; and
in its course he makes plain his reliance on Theophrastus in particular,
including two explicitly acknowledged verbal quotations. Diels’s identifi-
cation of our text (28.4-31) as in large part an extract from Theophrastus,
and more specifically his ®vowai 86&ay, is contestable, but the presump-
tion that Simplicius is working here as elsewhere in this section of the
commentary with a single main source still seems highly likely.* Second,

2 See Simp. in Phys. 20.29-28.31, Philop. in Phys. 20.21-21.21 (Philoponus actu-
ally has a more exhaustive division than Simplicius, since where a plurality of prin-
ciples is postulated he envisages the possibility that they might be changing/moving
or unchangeable/immoveable).

3 Explicit quotations: in Phys. 26.7-13, 27.11-23; other references to Theophrastus:
in Phys. 21.20, 22.28-9, 23.31, 25.6. For a convincing demonstration that Simplicius
was drawing in fact on Theophrastus’s own Physics see J. Mansfeld, ‘Gibt es Spuren
von Theophrasts Phys. Op. bei Ciceron?’, in W.W. Fortenbaugh and P. Steinmetz
(eds.), Cicero’s Knowledge of the Peripatos (London/New Brunswick 1989), 133-58
at pp. 138-50; reprinted in J. Mansfeld, Studies in the Historiography of Greek Philosophy
(Assen/Maastricht 1990), 238-63 (see pp. 243-55).
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256 MALCOLM SCHOFIELD

there is a particular consideration which operates in the case of the atom-
ists. It is well known that Simplicius took pains to consult and transcribe
extensive selections from Presocratics whose own writings were accessible
to him in one form or another: Parmenides, Melissus, Zeno, Empedocies,
Anaxagoras, Diogenes of Apollonia — although he also makes demon-
strable use of other sources in discussing these thinkers. There is no trace
of such direct access where Leucippus and Democritus are concerned. We
must therefore suppose all his knowledge of them to be at second hand.

Further credence in what might be called the Simplician transcription
proposal will be lent by evidence first that the clause about the infinity of
shapes fits snugly in its context at lines 25-7, and second that it did not
appear in the source’s version of lines 9-10. On each count such evidence
is available. Context at lines 25-7: — Lines 17-18 have reported that the
atomists use the ways in which atoms differ from one another to explain
everything else. Lines 18-19 have introduced shape, position and arrange-
ment as the features in question. Lines 19-25 then spell out the way shape
in particular is a crucial determinant of the formation of different atomic
organisations. Lines 25-7 are accordingly a good place for a note on the
infinite number of atomic shapes, not just of atoms themselves. Source’s
version of lines 9-10: — In the parallel passage at Hippolytus Refutatio
1.12.1 (cited by Diels in the apparatus criticus to the Doxographi Graeci
version of our text), this is how Leucippus’s position is presented: Aebxin-
nog 8¢ Zivmvog etaipog 0d v adthv 86Eav dietnpnoev, AAAL oty dnetpo
<td Bvto> eivar kol det kivodpeva, kai yéveotv kai petaBoriiv cuvexdc
oboav. This is very close in wording to what Simplicius has at lines 8-
11, if we leave out the clause which according to the Simplician tran-
scription proposal was transferred to that context: obtog dnelpa kai Gel
xwoopevo bnébeto otoyeia Thg GTéHovG . . . kol yéveotv kai petaBoiiv
&drdAdewntov év toig odot Bewpdv. There is clearly a good possibility that
the material common to Hippolytus and Simplicius encapsulates the full
extent of the source’s information about Leucippus at this point.

2. The rationale for the Simplician transcription

Conviction that Simplicius transcribed the infinity of shapes clause from
lines 25-6 to lines 9-10 will be strengthened if we can identify a persua-
sive explanation of why he did so. Again, an explanation is readily avail-
able. We start with Hippolytus, whose treatment of Leucippus is — like
Simplicius’s — in antithesis to his view of Parmenides, articulated in his
previous chapter (Refutatio 1.11.1): Tlopuevidng €v t0 név drotiBetor &idi6v
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LEUCIPPUS, DEMOCRITUS AND THE 0V WGAAOV PRINCIPLE 257

1e kai dyévnrov kai oeaipoetdég. This list of Parmenidean predicates
(attested as Theophrastean by Alexander of Aphrodisias in Metaph. 24.5-
13, who quotes verbatim from the first book of Theophrastus’s Physics)
yields the following contrast with Leucippus:

Parmenides | one eternal ungenerated spherical
Leucippus infinite number | always moving | continuous _—
genesis/change

If that is what Simplicius found in his source, then our text suggests that
he decided to improve upon it as follows (changes/additions in bold):*

Parmenides | one motionless | ungenerated | limited not-being
(in shape) | excluded
even from
inquiry
Leucippus infinite | always continuous infinite in | not-being
number | moving genesis/ variety of | as real as
change shapes being

It is not hard to see why Simplicius should have wanted to introduce these
improvements. To start with the final pair of items, as the accounts of the
atomists’ first principles in the Meraphysics (A.4, 985b4-22) and De gen-
eratione et corruptione (1.8, 324b35-325b5) make clear, Aristotle took
their theory of void as not-being to constitute the most important of all
the divergences he identifies between their system and Eleatic meta-
physics. So it is scarcely surprising if someone who knew his Aristotle as
well as Simplicius did thought that this divergence was not given sufficient
prominence in his source. Secondly, for someone wishing to set out the
contrast between the Eleatic and atomist systems systematically, the source’s
failure to mention any Leucippan counterpart to Parmenides’ ‘spherical’
and its balancing of ‘eternal’ with ‘always moving’ would both have cried
out for correction.

I have argued that Simplicius achieved an appropriate reference to
infinite variety of shapes at lines 9-10 by simply transcribing a clause he

* I am indebted to David Sedley for pointing out to me Simplicius’s ‘orchestrated
series of oppositions’.
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258 MALCOLM SCHOFIELD

found later in his source (at lines 25-6). I now want to suggest that he
did something similar in order to get the material he needed for the final
element of his Eleatic/atomist opposition: his description of Leucippus’s
theory of void at lines 11-15. More precisely, in this case Simplicius plun-
dered the source’s account of Democritus, with the consequence that his
own treatment of Democritus’s version of the basic theory is distinctly
truncated by comparison.

The best evidence of how the account of Democritus in the source was
launched is to be found in Eusebius (P.E. 14.3.7-9):

0 8¢ Anudxpitog Gpydg TdV Shav Eon eivar 0 kevov kai 10 TARpeC: 1O
nAfipeg Ov Aéywv xai otepedv, 10 8¢ kevov pn dv- 810 ki gnot pundev
paAdov 1o dv 10D piy Gvtog elvon Ot T €5 udiov & Svta Ev 10 Kevd
ouver®s kai 6&fmg Kiveltal.

We get a four stage train of thought: (a) the principles are the full and
the void; (b) the full is being and the void not-being; (c) therefore being
has no more being than not-being. Hence [i.e. this enables him to say]:
(d) beings are in continuous motion in the void. Hippolytus 1.13.2 resem-
bles Eusebius in that he too concludes with a remark about continual
movement of t& 6vta in the void (i.e. d), but omits stage (c), presumably
in the interests of excluding everything not absolutely essential:

Aéyer 8¢ dpoilwg Aevxinng mepi otorxeimv, TAfpovg kol kevod, TO pev
TATipeg Aéyov Ov, 10 8E kevOv ovk dv- EAeye 8E (g &el Kivovpévav
OV Gviav év 19 kevd.

Simplicius’s version of Democritus’s account of the matter stops after (b):

napanlnolmg &¢ xai o e‘toupog adTod Anuoxpltog 0 Aﬁﬁnpltng apxog
#0eto 10 mAfipeg kal 1O kevdv, v 1O pEv Sv, T 8& pf Ov éxdher.

The reason is obvious. Simplicius has already exploited (c) and (d) quite
fully in his account of the final item in his list of ways in which Leucippus
diverges from Parmenides (at lines 11-15):

étl 8¢ (c) ovdEv [IGWV 10 OV | 10 pR Ov mtapxsw. xai (d) aitia opoung
elvat 10ig yivopévorg apqm) ™V Yap v atopmv ovciav vaotnv xal
nknpn unonﬁsusvog v Eheyev eivon kol év 19 kevd pépeabar, Snep (c) uiy
dv éxdher xai ovk FAattov 10D vtog elvai gnot.

Here (c) is actually spelled out twice, and (d) gets extended treatment,
with the inference implied in Eusebius worked through carefully, so that
the point about motion in the void is properly prepared. After all this it
would have been trying the reader’s patience to repeat (c¢) and (d) again
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LEUCIPPUS, DEMOCRITUS AND THE 0V WG.AAOV PRINCIPLE 259

after (a) and (b) in the Democritus section, especially since it follows on
immediately.

3. Simplicius, Aristotle, Theophrastus

Diels toyed with the idea that Simplicius took his presentation of (a) and
(b) direct from Aristotle. In Doxographi Graeci he makes the following
comment on the beginning of the Democritus section at line 15: ‘haec cum
Metaphys. A 985b5 sq. ita consentiunt, ut inde a S. translata crederem
nisi similia exstarent apud Hippolytum 13.2 et comp. Euseb. P.E. XIV 3
7-9’. He thought the material at lines 15-17 actually came from Theophrastus
— but here acknowledges a qualm that Aristotle Metaphysics A4 might be
a likelier source or model. It is easy to see why he was tempted in this
direction. Here is the relevant stretch of Aristotelian text (984b4-10):

Aevxkinnog 8¢ kol 0 Etaipog
abtod Anpdkprioc otovxeia pév o TARpeC kol TO Kevov elvad 5)
@aG1, AEyovTeg (O pEv Ov TO 8E um dv, oVt O TO pev
nARpeg Kol oTepedv 1O Jv, 10 8¢ xevov 10 un Ov (c) (310
xoi 000&v péAlov T Sv 10d ph Sviog elvai gaoty, 6t
008E 100 kevod 10 oduw), aitio 88 T@v dvtev TadTe (G
VAnv.

Certainly there appear to be direct echoes of Aristotle’s choice of vocab-
ulary in Simplicius’s parallel passage: the identical words 6 £taipog o0T0D
Anuokpirog, and (at the beginning of the next section of the exposition)
@g ¥VAnv. I think we should accept the probability that Simplicius wrote
what he wrote with Aristotle’s text in front of him. But he must have been
relying also on the same source as was exploited by Eusebius and Hippolytus.
For on this topic of being and not-being both he and they make a point
not presented by Aristotle, viz. (d), the claim that with the resources of
(a), (b) and — omitted by Hippolytus and relocated by Simplicius — (¢)
the atomists can give an account of beings in continuous motion in the
void. And presumably Eusebius and Hippolytus derive all their informa-
tion from the common source, none of it from Aristotle direct. We can
infer that the source simply reproduced (a), (b) and (c) from Aristotle, and
itself added (d).

If we read on in Simplicius’s account of Democritus the conclusion that
he is mining both Aristotle and another source besides Aristotle becomes
irresistible. Here for comparison is first Aristotle, then Simplicius:
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260 MALCOLM SCHOFIELD

Agvkinrog 8¢ xal 0 éraipog
av10d Anudxprrog otoiyeia pév 10 mAfipeg kai 1O Kevov elvail
oaot, Aéyovteg (16 uév v 16 8¢ um 6v, ovtwv 8¢ 10 pév
nAfipeg xail otepedV 1O v, 10 S xevdv TO un dv (810
xoi 00BEv pdAdov 10 Ov 100 pf dvtog eivai paocw, ot
00dE 100 kevod 10 cdpa), aitia 8¢ Tdv Sviwv tadta o
UAnv. xoi xaBdmnep ol €v molodvieg v LmokEWéVIV ovGiay
Ao toig néBeciv abtig YeEVVAOTL, 1O uavbv Kol 10 -
KOV Gpyéig ﬂesuevm OV naenpatwv, 0V b0V Tpémov
xai obrot Tdg Sagopag aitiag 1@v GAAwv elvai pao. Tah-
Tag pévrot tpeig eivai J.eyovm a;mua 1€ xai taév xai
Oéov- Sropéperv yap paot 1o dv puoud xai Sobyh kol
Tponfi povov: tovtwv 6€ & pév puouds oxfiud éotiv N 6¢
81001y tdéis N 8¢ tponn Béoig Srapépel yap 1O pEv A
100 N oxfpott 0 8¢ AN 100 NA té&et 10 8¢ H tod H
Oécer.

napanknmmg 8¢ xai 0 sralpog avrod Anyoxpzrog
) Aﬂﬁnpm]g apxag &Beto 10 ltlnpsg xai 0 Kevov, dv 10 uev ov, 10 8¢
un Ov éxdAer. w¢ UAnv tozg 0U01 TAG aroyoug vnotleevtsg ta Aona
YeVV@OoL tazg 81arpopazg avTdv. rpetg ¢ elov avron pvauog tpom] -
O, tavtov 8¢ eineiv oxfjua xai tatig xai Géotg. megukévor yop 1O
dpotov LG 100 Opoiov KiveloBon xai @épecBar 1a cuyyevii npog EAANAL
Kol TV SYNUATOV Exactov elg ETépov YKOGHOULEVOV GUYKPIGIY GAANY TOLETY
Si1aBecv- dote edMIYwg Gnelpwv 0bodY TV dpydv mavta To nEdn Kai
10¢ oboioag amoddoey énnyyéAdovo, D9’ ob Té T yivetou xai @G S1d Kol
oot uévou; ‘toig &nmpa nowodol 1 crtmxsia navta ovpPoivelv xora Adyov.
xoi v év tcug a‘touou; cxnuatmv anupov 10 n)»neog paot dux 10 pnﬁev
uaAdov towodtov f| To100T0V elvat. TV Yap adtol Thg drelpiog aitiov
anodi8dact.

I have highlighted the material the two authors have in common. It is
fairly obvious first that Simplicius has started by selecting and abridging
the Aristotelian text, but second that from line 19 onwards he is switch-
ing to another source, since there is now no overlap with Aristotle at all.
The economical assumption is that in this latter part of his exposition he
exploits the same source as was used by him, Eusebius and Hippolytus
for deriving (d) from (a) to (c).

There is a further distinct reason for positing Simplicius’s use of
another source as well as Aristotle. Aristotle ascribes the foundational
atomist doctrines he sets out either to Leucippus and Democritus jointly
(Metaph. A.4.984b4-5, GC 1.8.325al: I suppose when he is being more
careful) or just to Leucippus (GC 1.8.325a23, b6, 11, 30). Simplicius, like
Hippolytus and (by implication) Eusebius, devotes distinct sections of his
exposition to Leucippus and then to Democritus, and indeed (not paral-
leled in Hippolytus or Eusebius) to Metrodorus of Chios. This feature of
his account presumably derives from the other source he is using.
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LEUCIPPUS, DEMOCRITUS AND THE 0V WGAAOV PRINCIPLE 261

The other source must therefore have been confident that it could reli-
ably discriminate between the original atomism of Leucippus and devel-
opments attributable specifically to Democritus. I suggest that a key inno-
vation it identified as a distinctively Democritean contribution was the use
of the ob uéAdov principle in atomic theory. Here is the argument: — So
far as Leucippus is concerned, the source Hippolytus uses says about his
elements only that otoxeia 8¢ Aéyer 10 mAfpeg xal <10> xevov (Refutation
1.12.1). This is very like what we find in Aétius: Aevxinrog Midficrog
apydg xal otoyxela 10 nAfipeg kol 10 xevov (Stobaeus Ecl. 1.10.14); and
in Diogenes Laertius’s éni pépoug account: 1o ptv nav énelpdv gnowv, og
npoeipnTan T00TOL S 1O pev TAfipeg eivan, 0 Ot Kevdy, <O> Kol GTOLLELG
onou (Lives 9.31). In Hippolytus’s presentation, it is only with Democritus
that the source spells out equations between the two elements identified
by Leucippus and being and not-being: Aéyer 8¢ Opoiwg Aevxinng mepi
otoxetav, TARpovg kal kevod, 10 pEv mAfipeg Aéywv Bv, 10 3& xevov ok
6v (Refutation 1.13.2). And as we have seen, in Eusebius’s version the

equations are completed with a reference to the oV paAhov principle (P.E.
14.3.7-9):

0 8t Anpoxpirog dpxdg T@v SAwv Eon eivar 10 kKevov Koi 10 TAfipeg- 0 TARpeg
Ov Aéyav xoi otepedv, 10 8¢ xevov un v 810 xai gnot undév paAlov 16 ov
100 un vtog etvat.

I infer that the source departs from Aristotle in ascribing to Democritus
alone what Aristotle had attributed to Leucippus and Democritus jointly.
Presumably it does so because its author could find evidence for the the-
sis that being has no more being than not-being only in Democritus, not
in what was available to him of Leucippus. That he could not find it in
Leucippus would not greatly surprise, given the identification of other uses
of the ov paAlov principle in atomism specifically with Democritus, e.g.
in his epistemological treatment of conflicts in sensory appearances (Aristotle
Metaph. T.5.1009b7-12). Moreover we have particularly convincing inde-
pendent evidence that Democritus appealed to the principle in this con-
text: Plutarch refers to his actual AéEig — Democritus Sropiletar pn
paAdov 10 Stv §| 10 undtv elvou (adversus Colotem 1109A).5

5 It is worth adding that if Simplicius took the reference to the oboia of atoms as
voort (line 13) from the source, that move too may have involved diverting an expres-
sion originally employed because it was specifically Democritean vocabulary into use
for exposition of Leucippus. Aétius makes Democritus’s otolyelo Tt VOOTO KAl KEVQ
(Stob. Ecl. 1.10.14), and Theodoret says: Anudxpitog 8¢ 6 'ABSnpitng 6 Aopacinnov
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From @¢ UAnv (line 17) onwards Simplicius — now following this other
source — makes the subject of his verbs an indeterminate ‘they’. I take it
he means ‘Democritus and his followers’ (confirmed by toig mepi Anpo-
kpitov, lines 27-8) and does nor intend to include Leucippus too. Otherwise
his account will be left saying nothing distinctive about Democritus at all:
which seems to render pointless the very idea of treating him and
Leucippus separately. Moreover, the differences between atoms in shape,
arrangement and position he mentions at lines 17-19 are specifically
treated as Democritean by Aristotle elsewhere (GC 1.9.327a18-19). The
like to like principle invoked at lines 19-20 is known to be a topic to
which Democritus devoted a sustained treatment (Sextus M 7.116-8). And
since the doctrine of an infinity of atomic shapes as presented in lines 25-
7 turns on another application of the o0 paAlov principle, it seems likely
that the source took it too to be a distinctively Democritean contribution
to atomist theory.

I take it that the obvious candidate for this second source is Theo-
phrastus. There are well-known arguments for seeing his Physics as
directly or indirectly the main source on which Simplicius draws in this
section of his commentary for information on the Presocratics, and which
underlies much of the Presocratic section of Book 1 of Hippolytus’s
Refutation (or at any rate 1.6-16), no doubt indirectly through a later epit-
ome.® The supplementation and correction to Aristotle supplied by the source
here are exactly the kinds of changes Theophrastus is noted for introduc-
ing elsewhere in this area.” The original author of the sequence (a) to (d)
which we have seen evidenced one way or another in each of Simplicius,
Hippolytus and Eusebius was someone who knew the text of Metaphysics

v 10D Kevod kol TV vaotdv rpdtog enelohyaye 80Eav (Graec.Affect.Cur. 4.9).
Simplicius’s account of his On Democritus might be read as implying that Aristotle
himself associated Democritus in particular with the word vootdg: Anpoxpitog . . .
npocoyopever 8¢ TOV pEv T0mov T01a8e toig GvOpaot, T Te KeVD Kol 1@ oVdevi Kai
Q) areipw, TV 8E oVCI@V 1@ Te evi Kl 1 vaotd kol 1o vt (in De caelo 295.1,
3-5).

¢ See Mansfeld’s article (above, note 3) on Simplicius’s use of Theophrastus. The
classic treatment of Hippolytus’s dependence on him is the relevant material in Doxographi
Graeci (pp. 132-156); for a recent discussion of the issues and a review of bibliogra-
phy see J. Mansfeld, Heresiography in Context: Hippolytus' Elenchos as a source for
Greek Philosophy (Leiden 1992), Ch. 1-3.

7 See J.B. McDiarmid, ‘Theophrastus on the Presocratic causes’, HSCP 61 (1953)
85-156.
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A4.985b4-9, but also knew enough of what there was to know about the
roles of Leucippus and Democritus in formulating atomist theory to be
able to refine Aristotle’s account there accordingly. It is hard to conceive
that anyone except Theophrastus could fit that specification.?

St John's College, Cambridge

& I thank Han Baltussen, Jaap Mansfeld, Bob Sharples and especially David Sedley
for their criticisms of an earlier draft and for their encouraging reactions to it.
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